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6) |EI Claim(s) ±2± is/are rejected. 
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Application Papers 

9) ^ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
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20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to the Response to Electrion/Restriction 
Requirement filed 7/24/2007. Claims 1-21 are pending, and claims 22-43 are withdrawn 
from consideration. 

Priority 

2. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 9(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Election/Restrictions 

3. Applicant's election with traverse of the restriction in the reply filed on 7/24/2007 
is acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that the Examiner has not properly 
made the first test for restriction. This is not found persuasive because the groups are 
distinct and non-obvious in view of each other. 

The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 

4. Claims 22-43 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 

1 .142(b), as being drawn to a nonelected group, there being no allowable generic or 
linking claim. Applicant timely traversed the restriction (election) requirement in the reply 
filed on 7/24/2008. 

Specification 

5. The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink and/or 
other form of browser-executable code. Applicant is required to delete the embedded 
hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable code. See MPEP § 608.01 . (see at 
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least page 1 http ://www. rosetta net.org , also page 3, 
http://rosettanet.org/nextgenarchitecture and http://www.contivo.org ) 
Claim Objections 

6. Claims 8 and 9 are objected to because of the following informalities: the word 
constraints at the end of the claim is misspelled. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

7. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 20 and 21 appear to be directed solely 
to software per se, which is not a process, machine, manufacture or composition of 
matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Trastour (Semantic Web Support for the Business-to-Business E-Commerce Lifecycle) 
in view of Dan et al. (US 2002/0178103), hereafter Dan. 

Regarding claims 1 and 20, Trastour discloses: 
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A method of defining a common interactions protocol between two entities, 
the method comprising: inputting a description of each entity's messaging 
guidelines, the description including the entity's constraints on interacting with the 
other entity; (Page 14, Agreement formation states that various proposals are 
being made for an interaction (proposals are constraints on a prospective 
agreement)) 

calculating the union of the two descriptions; determining whether the 
union is satisfiable using a constraint resolver; (page 14, note that the union of all 
potential agreements (i.e. the constraints) is used to determine what agreements 
are compatible (i.e. satisfiable) 

Trastour discloses all the limitations of claim 1 except for: 

providing the intersection of the two descriptions as the common 

interactions protocol if the union is satisfiable; and 

indicating where any incompatibility lies if the union is not satisfiable. 

Dan teaches: 

providing the intersection of the two descriptions as the common 
interactions protocol if the union is satisfiable; and ([0038] discloses combining 
like characteristics of two sets of constraints) 

indicating where any incompatibility lies if the union is not satisfiable. 
([0044-45] discloses evaluating the subsets of the union of constraints, and 
aborting when a union is not satisfiable, therefore informing the entities that the 
incompatibility lies with that subset.) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Trastour and Dan in order to allow entities to automatically 
negotiate subsets of constraints. 

Regarding claim 6, Trastour discloses: 

6. A method according to Claim 1 , wherein the messaging guidelines are 

input as instances of objects in an object-oriented description language. 

(Trastour discloses that DAML+OIL is an object-oriented description language) 

Regarding claim 8, Dan teaches: 

8. A method according to Claim 1 , wherein the providing step comprises 
providing a specific subset of the common interactions protocol as a set of 
syntactic constaints. ([0032] discloses syntactic constraints (i.e. the document- 
exchange protocol)) 

Regarding claim 9, Dan teaches: 

9. A method according to Claim 1 , wherein the providing step comprises 
providing a specific subset of the common interactions protocol as a set of 
semantic constaints. ([0034] discloses that roles are included, which are 
semantic constraints) 

Regarding claim 11, Dan teaches: 

1 1 . A method according to Claim 1 , further comprising adjusting at least 
one entity's constraints if an incompatibility has been identified and then 
repeating the inputting, converting, calculating determining and adjusting steps 
until the union is satisfiable. ([0045] discloses counter-offers) 
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Regarding claim 12, Trastour discloses: 

12. A method according to Claim 1, wherein the constraint resolver 

comprises a description logic reasoner. (Page 14, A standard logics reasoner is 

disclosed in paragraph 4) 
10. Claims 2-3, 7, 13-19, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Trastour and Dan as applied to claims 1 and 20 above, and further in 
view of Hellman et al. (US 2006/0167946), hereafter Hellman. 

Trastour and Dan teach all the limitations of claims 2 and 21 except for 

converting the constraints into a semantic web ontology structure with a set of 

class hierarchies, properties and constraints. 

Hellman teaches the conversion of XML schema into RDF schema. (See Col 13, 
lines 32-44) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Trastour and Dan with Hellman in order to make the system 
compatible with more platforms. 
Regarding claim 3, Hellmen teaches: 

wherein the messaging guidelines are input as XML Schemas. (See Col 
13, lines 32-44) 

Regarding claim 7, Hellman teaches: 

further comprising inputting additional context specific constraints from the 
entity into the structure. (See Col 13, lines 32-44) 
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wherein the semantic web ontology structure is expressed as a Resource 
Description Framework structure. (See Col 13, lines 32-44) 
Regarding claim 13, Trastour teaches: 

wherein the inputting step comprises: 

specifying document constraints in a general way such that they are 
applicable to a plurality of specific instances/classes of objects/processes; 
(Pages 9-13 disclose specifying constraints in a general way) 

and linking each constraint to a particular deployment context in which that 
constraint is to be applied; such that when a run-time solution of the interaction 
protocol is deployed, it can be decided depending on the deployment context 
whether or not each constraint applies to any document. (Pages 9-13 disclose 
linking constraints to specific objects or classes) 
Regarding claim 14, Dan teaches: 

wherein the messaging constraints are syntactic. ([0032] discloses 
syntactic constraints (i.e. the document-exchange protocol)) 
Regarding claim 15, Dan teaches 

wherein the messaging constraints are semantic. ([0034] discloses that 
roles are included, which are semantic constraints) 
Regarding claim 16, Trastour teaches: 

wherein the deployment context comprises one or more elements from the 
set comprising the document, the sender, the receiver, the backend system, the 
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business process and the department, (page 10 teaches the context being the 
business process) 

Regarding claim 17, Trastour teaches: 

wherein the deployment contexts are expressed using Boolean logic 
between the elements, (page 10 teaches the using Boolean Logic) 
Regarding claim 18, Trastour teaches: 

wherein the specifying step comprises specifying constraints applicable to 
whole classes of objects/processes, (page 10 teaches having constraints apply 
to all kinds of sales and other objects) 
Regarding claim 19, Trastour teaches 

further comprising inheriting constraints in accordance with class/object 
relationships, (page 10 discloses having classes that are composed of other 
classes, i.e. inheritance) 
1 1 . Claims 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Trastour, Dan, and Hellman as applied to claims 1-3 above, and further in view of 
Boulmakoul, et al. "Nile: Automating B2B Connections Between Trading Partners", 
hereafter Boulmakoul. 

Trastour, Dan, and Hellman teach all the limitations of claims 3-4 except 
for using RosettaNet to define constraints and processes. 

The general concept of providing PIP information, and RosettaNet 
schemas as constraints is well known in the art as taught by Boulmakoul. (see at 
least page 12) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Trastour, Dan, and Hellman with the general concept of 
providing RosettaNet information as constraints as taught by Boulmakoul in order 
to make the system more robust and supportive of further common B2B 
protocols. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL E. KEEFER whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-1591 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 
9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan Flynn can be reached on (571) 272-1915. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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